Dear Earold, 


.August 10, 1972 


Many thanks for your nailing of 8/5 • 

I'm glad to have a copy of the Archives ' letter of 7/25 to youra re 
the release of the ViC Register of Letters, Their letter to me was dated 
7 / 26 ; as you thought, it apparently was released in response to my request, 
xfcmn&Sk 1 think you have the correspondence, but here are are dated: X 
asked for this on July 31, g±x 1971; eekcs denied il/10/71 (this was hki± 
one of 11 items in my request); appealed 11/30; their May 3? 1972 denial 
of the appeal said that this item was 'still undergoing review and as soon 
a.s a decision is reached, we shall transmit a copy of the reigster or a dsxad3: 
denial to jrou. 

At a gut level I certainly share your irritation that they are sending this 
kind of Ktewg y g to people wkE other than the one who got it released, and sending 
it with such enthusiasm. This particular Jbnzxs item doesn 't have anything 

that crucial in it, I think. However, I would be quite upset to see (for example) 
the FBI £±bx file on Oswald in Computers and Obfuscation. (That's why. I sent 
you and Jim the JD*s last letter, which indicated that my request was still being 
considered. ) On the wfefa Krmrhwwrr other hand., I am sure that you would be unhappy 
yfe if the .Archives released this Register and didn't tell you about it. As far 
as I know, you haven't made a specific request for it or anything in it, but 1 
am sure you have s asked to be kept informed of any newly released material: 1 
have done so myself. 

If you want to ask the Archives what their policy is, go ahead; I will wait 
at least until I have examined the Register and found nxy out if anyone run:?: else 
was notified about it. (I will ask Jim Lesar; I can't think of anyone else I am 
in contact with who would not check with me if the Archives wrote them about this.) 
I would assume that they make a distinction between notifying researchers 

about stuff they have ssecifica.lly asked for and guides to the ',1C material on the 
one hand, and non-reauested s specific documents on the other. Recall that they 
did send the inventory out to some people unsolicited (and thus screwing you on 
the SS material). However, I know that they did not SsmL send Fred the Jackie 
testimony page, and if I reca.ll your correspondence correctly they didn t send it 
to Jim L. either, although you did get it. 

The Register itself: I haven't had time to do more tx than leaf through it. 
inb: At first, letters from the FBI don't seem to be included, so I can t tell how 
complete it is. For the later months it seems to substantially duplicate the 
CD list. It seems to have h been released without deletions. I can make you 
a copy, but I sxgxsi: suggest you x-3a.it until I annotate my copy. I will make the 
same offer to Jim L. 

If the Archives really wants to s damage one of us be giving "his ' stuff away, 

I expect they will do it to (e.g.) the HIT, with nothing in writing. So, there 
is not much we can do about x it. Maybe Jim could give a legal opinion on the 
question of damages. 

P.e your 7/30 to Archives, last paragraph: the febbux CIA memo on 'Soviet 
Brainwashing Techniques' is CD 1131, still withheld. 

Thanks for your 8/5 memo on the 'unidentified man' photos. 1 haven t heard 
yet on my letter to Jim asking for this stuff. I am indeed curious, M 

Back to the thesis - still almost done! 

Sincerely^ 



